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From: Mark Pedulla

To: Autler, Gerald; 

CC:

Subject: Comments on Northeastern University

Date: Friday, July 21, 2006 10:55:08 AM

Attachments:

Gerald,
 
I am writing to oppose ammending Northeastern's Master Plan to include St. 
Ann's.  While I support Northeastern building more dorms on their core campus, I 
am opposed to the University placing additional properties into their Master Plan 
without having discussed those properties during the public process.  
 
I live at 16 Symphony Rd., where the decisions of institutions in the area have a 
major affect on the life of the neighborhood and the community.  I feel strongly 
that it is the role of municipal government and the BRA to act in ways that protect 
communities against the impacts of private institutional forces such as 
Northeastern. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Sincerely,
Mark Pedulla
16 Symphony Rd. #2
Boston, MA 02115 
 

mailto:pedullam@gmail.com
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Kathleen A. Devine  
49 Symphony Road #33 

Boston, MA 02115 
(617) 536-5186 

FAX: (617) 249-0271 
Kathleen.devine@verizon.net

 
August 9, 2006 
 
Gerald Autler 
Senior Project Manager and Planner 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
City Hall Plaza – 9th Floor 
Boston, MA  02201 
 
RE: Northeastern University Proposed Institutional Master Plan Amendment and New Dormitories 
 
Dear Mr. Autler: 
 
Following are my comments and suggestions relative to the PNF and 3rd IMP Amendment filed by 
Northeastern University, which I propose for inclusion in your scoping determination. 
 

1. Community Benefits Agreement – At the Article 80 Public Hearing, I distributed a limited 
number of copies of a publication entitled: “Community Benefits Agreements – Making 
Development Projects Accountable,” by Julian Gross, Legal Director of the California 
Partnership for Working Families. You took one of the copies to read, and I hope you have had 
the opportunity to do so.  

 
The experience of the neighborhoods with “community benefits” has been one of seeing 
taxpayer subsidized institutions reaping huge economic benefits, with little or no guarantee that 
the ripple effects of such subsidized development actually benefit the community in which the 
development is located. Witness the parsing of the term “community benefit” relative to the 
Whittier Street Health Center, in the former DMV building in Roxbury, now owned by 
Northeastern. There, Northeastern promised “free rent” to Whittier, provided Whittier pay 
21.65% of the buildings operating costs. What is rent besides a payment towards the operating 
costs (and return on investment) of the building owner?  This word-play has resulted in Whittier 
being forced to pay an effective rent much higher than it would have had Northeastern 
maintained the spirit of the agreement, and has resulted in a community burden, not a community 
benefit. 
 
What the community (and all Boston neighborhoods) needs is a Development/Benefits 
Agreement that is an enforceable, legal document, negotiated with community input, providing 
measurable benefits which can be monitored. As outlined in the CBA publication, the agreement 
should include items of direct community benefit such as first-source hiring programs; living 
wage agreements for both construction and permanent hires; environmental and gentrification 
amelioration; housing and facilities for community services and an appropriate mix of retail, 
office and other commercial ventures suitable for the neighborhood.  Scoping determination 
request: That NU and the BRA convene a working session of the NU Community Task 
Force to create a Community Development/Benefits Agreement modeled on the CBA 
publication. 
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2. Third IMP Amendment – At the BRA Board meeting where the Second IMP Amendment was 
approved for NU, the BRA Board was quite clear that the Second Amendment was to be the last 
one prior to a new IMP. While the communities adjacent to NU are anxious to have additional 
core-campus dormitories built expeditiously, there is no reason to include other properties, 
particularly St. Ann’s Church, 15 Coventry Street and 109 Hemenway at this time. The fate of 
St. Ann’s requires a thorough, formal community process, not an adjunct determination along 
with the approval of dormitory sites. Scoping Determination request: That St. Ann’s; 15 
Coventry Street and 109 Hemenway Street be removed from the 3rd Amendment to the 
IMP to be included in the next full IMP. 

 
3. Parcel 18 and Parcel 3 - The Roxbury community is on the verge of major impacts from both the 

Parcel 3 and Parcel 18 development proposals. Inasmuch as one of the Parcel 3 proponents has 
presented a plan which includes housing for 1400 students, it is conceivable that there could be 
2600 students living on these two parcels. That is an enormous figure to ask that any community 
absorb. It is especially onerous when viewed relative to Northeastern’s intransigence on the issue 
of capping enrollment. Scoping Determination request: That any dormitory development by 
Northeastern be tied to a 20 year cap on total enrollment, not to exceed 15,000 students. 

 
4. Economic Development and Wealth Creation – Some undetermined amount and type of retail 

development is proposed for the street level of the dormitories to be developed on Parcel 18. At 
the public hearing, Northeastern stated that it had not yet commissioned a market or feasibility 
study to determine what types of retail would be successful in this location. The residents of 
Whittier Street Housing have, at many public meetings, voiced their request for a grocery store 
on one of these parcels. I have attached to this letter a publication entitled, “Food, Markets and 
Healthy Communities,” which shows how the food store which the residents want can be a 
catalyst for further development and improve the quality of their lives.  
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There is also no updated plan for the commercial development of the balance of Parcel 18. A 
hotel development, originally envisioned for that site, may no longer be a viable choice. Further, 
no mechanisms have been put in place to ensure that Parcel 18 (east and west) becomes a vehicle 
for wealth creation for the Roxbury community. Scoping determination request: That 
Northeastern be directed to commission a market and feasibility study for the proposed 
retail space, with particular emphasis on food or grocery stores; that Northeastern 
commission a planning and market study to determine the optimum commercial 
development for the balance of Parcel 18, with attention paid to the proposed development 
of Parcel 3; and that, in addition to first source hiring, a mechanism be created for 
community wealth generation resulting from the development of Parcel 18, such as a land 
lease of Parcel 18 where the lease payments are used in their entirety to benefit Roxbury 
residents. 

 
 
 
           Thank you for your consideration of these matters in writing the scoping determination. 
 
           
 
 
 
         Sincerely, 
 
 
     
 
          Kathleen Devine 
          Attachments: (2) 
 
Cc: Councilors Turner and Ross 



 
         Tel 617-566-6565 
         Fax 617-566-1440 
August 9, 2006 
 
Gerald Autler 
Senior Project Manager/Planner 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA  02201 
 
RE:   IMPNF – Third Amendment to the Institutional Master Plan 
 PNF – Resident Hall I and Building J 
 PNF – Resident Hall K  
 
Dear Mr. Autler: 
 
Mission Hill Neighborhood Housing Services has reviewed and discussed the 
IMPNF/PNF submitted by Northeastern University.  Following the presentation by 
the University at its August Board Meeting, Mission Hill NHS would like to go on 
record in support of the IMPNF and PNF submitted by Northeastern University 
and offers the following comments and conditions: 
 
 

• MH NHS supports the construction of the 600-bed on-campus dormitory 
where Cullinane Hall is presently located. 

 

• MH NHS supports the construction of new resident halls totaling 
approximately 1,200 beds on Parcel 18 West with retail and non-residential 
space primarily for the relocation of the Cullinane Hall uses provided that 
Northeastern University works with the abutters to the Parcel 18 -- including 
the residents at Alice Taylor Development -- to work out actual bed count, 
massing, and benefits.  The University has agreed to fulfill its commitment to 
an economic development project on the other part of Parcel 18.  

 

• MHNHS support is also contingent upon specific changes to Northeastern 
University’s practices and policies in order to alleviate the negative impact of 
Northeastern students living in residential housing in the abutting 
neighborhoods, including Mission Hill:  (a) The University must require 
freshmen and sophomores to live in supervised housing on campus;  (b)  The 
University must provide economic support to make dorms as affordable to 
students as living in our family housing stock; (c) No dorms beds should be 



rented to other institutions; (d) Supervision, accountability, and consequences 
for students living on and off campus must be equal. 

 

• Northeastern University currently houses about 50% of its students on 
campus.  This is not acceptable. Mission Hill has paid a huge cost resulting 
from the lack of on campus beds.  The quality of life in our neighborhood has 
declined as 1000s of students have taken over the front of the Hill, but even 
more damaging to the survival of this residential neighborhood has been the 
loss of hundreds of families forced out as housing prices and monthly rents 
skyrocket out of reach of most working families who are replaced with 6 or 7 
students illegally occupying a triple decker flat.  The construction of dorms at 
P18 and Cullinane are the short-term “solutions”.  Mission Hill would like to 
survive to see Northeastern reach 75% on campus housing.  Toward that 
end, our support for the IMPNF and PNF proposed requires the prioritizing of 
the development of dorms at the Gainsborough Street Garage site as the next 
project after P18 and Cullinane.  Further, the potential positive impact of the 
construction of new dormitories will be lost if Northeastern University 
abandons its publicly stated goal of maintaining its student body at 15,000 
students or less. 

 

• Additionally, Northeastern University must make a commitment to Mission Hill 
NHS and the Mission Hill community to continue to work with us to resolve 
the student behavior issues on the Hill, to collaborate with Mission Hill NHS in 
our efforts to return Mission Hill housing now occupied by students to housing 
affordable to working families, and to ensure positive economic impacts on 
Mission Hill residents as abutters to the University including improved access 
for jobs, internships and educational opportunities at the Northeastern. 

 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  Should you have any 
questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Maryanne O’Keefe     Patricia Flaherty 
MH NHS President     MH NHS Senior Project Manager 
NU Community Task Force   NU Community Task Force 
 
 
 
 
Cc: Mayor Thomas Menino 
 Senator Dianne Wilkerson 
 State Representative Jeffrey Sanchez 
 City Councilor Michael Ross 
 Nikko Mendoza, Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood Services 











From: Todd Fielder

To: Autler, Gerald; 

CC:

Subject: Northeastern IMP & PNF - Article 80 Comments

Date: Thursday, August 10, 2006 7:42:48 PM

Attachments:

I am a resident of the East Fenway and a neighbor of Northeastern University. I 
have reviewed their recent submittal of an Institution Master Plan (IMP) 
Amendment and Project Notification Form (PNF). I am in basic agreement with 
both proposals and think that they reflect vast improvements over previous 
proposals for new dormitory construction. These improvements were 
accomplished through 18 months of hard work on the part of the community, 
elected officials, Northeastern University, and the BRA. However, there are few 
areas of the proposal that require improvement or additional clarification.

Parcel 18 West – The proposed dormitory / mixed used project is good. The 
ground floor retail uses are a very important part of the project since it at the 
corner of Northeastern’s campus and at a major intersection and transportation 
corridor for the city. The ground floor retail must be accessible and attractive for 
both Northeastern students and members of the community. Care must also be 
taken to provide a safe and attractive link from the building to the rest of 
Northeastern’s campus. This is a difficult task due to the design and location of 
Ruggles station with separates the parcel from the rest of the campus.

Residence Hall K – The proposed project is good. This project and the future 
Gainsborough Garage Project need to keep St. Botolph St. and Gainsborough 
St. open as public streets for pedestrians, automobile traffic, and parking. These 
streets should not be closed as public streets and become part of Northeastern’s 
campus as was done in the West Village. Groundwater level monitoring must 
occur as part of the construction project. Additional wells should be installed near 
any surrounding buildings that are on wood pilings. The Residence Hall K 
building design should not result in any permanent groundwater level reduction. 
If reduced ground water levels are noted during construction or if dewatering is 
required during construction, a recharge system needs to be used to protect 
neighboring building that are supported on wood pilings.

mailto:wtf@gis.net
mailto:/O=BOSTON/OU=BRA/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=GERALDA


North Lot – Given the location of the this property and the fact it is surrounded 
by many non-university properties, some additional restrictions need to be placed 
on any future building projects on this site. These restrictions are required for the 
change of use to be acceptable. Any building project on this lot should not 
occupy more than 50% of the land area of the site. Any building project should 
not be taller the 44 feet (4 stories) to remain within the character of the 
residential neighborhood where North Lot is located. The design of any building 
needs to compliment the neighboring building architecturally (red and tan brick 
building form early 1900’s). The current visual screen on the Gainsborough St 
side needs to be maintained (tree line between North Lot and Gainsborough St. 
parking lot). Plans must be developed so the cars that are currently park at this 
location do not start utilizing neighborhood streets instead (resident, 2 hour, 
meter, or unrestricted parking). Gainsborough Garage and North Lot should not 
be closed to parking at the same time as this would eliminate most parking of the 
east side of campus. New move-in plans need to be developed to deal with loss 
of North Lot as a staging and parking area. These new move-in plans should not 
further restrict the on-street parking on neighborhood streets or pedestrian 
access during move-in. The full Article 80 review process must be conducted on 
any specific project that is proposed.

Camden Lot – Any building project must provide an attractive background to the 
park that borders the site. Improvements to the footbridge over the MBTA tracks 
should be coordinated with the MBTA and undertaken in conjunction with this 
project and any Gainsborough Garage project. The MBTA exit to the footbridge 
should be changed to an entrance / exit as part of the footbridge improvements. 
This entrance can be unmanned using the new MBTA fare collection system. 
The full Article 80 review process must be conducted on any specific project that 
is proposed.

Gainsborough Garage and Gainsborough Parking Lot – The proposed 
additions to the IMP are acceptable. Maintaining a parking use on the first few 
levels of a new building is desirable and allows the dormitory portion of the 
project to start above the level of the MBTA tracks. Active ground floor uses 
should be considered at the corner of St. Botolph St. and Gainsborough St. 
Improvements to the footbridge over the MBTA tracks should be coordinated with 
the MBTA and undertaken in conjunction with this project and any Camden Lot 
project. The MBTA exit to the footbridge should be changed to an entrance / exit 
as part of the footbridge improvements. This entrance can be unmanned using 
the new MBTA fare collection system. St. Botolph St. and Gainsborough St. need 
to remain open as public streets for pedestrians, automobile traffic, and parking. 
These streets should not be closed as public streets and become part of 



Northeastern’s campus as was done in the West Village. Gainsborough Garage 
and North Lot should not be closed to parking at the same time as this would 
eliminate most parking of the east side of campus. The full Article 80 review 
process must be conducted on any specific building project that is proposed.

St. Ann’s Church – Adding existing building and parking lot to the IMP is 
acceptable.  Some clarification the uses is required. The primary uses should be 
meeting, religious, cultural and performance space. The parking, office, dining 
and library uses should be allowed as ancillary uses in support of the primary 
uses. Repairs and improvements to the existing building and parking lot should 
occur to allow these uses. No building demolition, new construction, or major 
changes to the exterior should occur without an Article 80 process. The building 
should remain available to the community for meetings for a minimum period of 
20 years. A point of contact to arrange such community uses should be 
established in the Community and Government Relations office. This contact 
should be listed on the Northeastern website.

109 Hemenway St., Billboard Lot, 15 Coventry St. – Proposed additions to the 
IMP are acceptable. Any new construction must go through the Article 80 
process. Repairs and maintenance of existing buildings that does not 
dramatically change the exterior is acceptable.

In addition to the comments on specific buildings and sites, a few general 
comments apply. A PILOT payment needs to be established for any buildings or 
sites that are removed from the tax rolls and changed to exempt as part of the 
IMP amendment. Care must be taken on the appearance and signage of all 
Northeastern building that are located within the East Fenway neighborhood. 
When an individual that is not familiar with the East Fenway walks down the 
street they should not get the feeling they are in the center of a college campus. 
They should leave with the feeling they are in a neighborhood and business 
district that has a college in it. 
 
Todd Fielder 
84 Gainsborough St. #306
Boston, MA 02115

 



From: Jane Hartmann

To: Autler, Gerald; 

CC:

Subject: NEU"s Master Plan

Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2006 6:07:46 PM

Attachments:

Dear Mr. Autler,
 
My husband and I have faithfully attended BRA/NU/Task force meetings for the 
past several years as we believe strongly that NU needs to hear and consider 
neighborhood concerns before settling on proposed uses of acquired properties.  
There must always be a balancing of needs to insure that neighborhood/university 
relations are amicable. Active neighborhood participation in public meetings the 
past few years has clearly pushed NU into being a better neighbor. Neither the 
university nor the neighborhood wants a return to earlier days.
The coming meeting which focuses on the PNF regarding two new dorms has 
been well vetted by the community.  We are , therefore, fully in support of the 
new dorms.  However, we are NOT in favor of NU's adding four properties to 
their Master Plan without a public process to discuss possible future uses.  This is 
particularly important as one of the properties is St. Ann's Church which is in the 
very center of the few residential streets of the East Fens.  I believe that the 
Archdiocese specified acceptable uses which NU accepted by signing the purchase 
agreement.  These and other issues relating to Fenway zoning laws and quality of 
life need to be discussed.
We are out of town  next week, but we want to assure you that we fully support 
the PNF regarding new dorms since they are the result of collaboration.  We 
request that you do NOT accept the addition of any properties to the NU Master 
Plan without scheduling a public process to discuss their future use.
Thank you in advance for your reply regarding these matters.
 
Sincerely,.
Jane and James Hartmann
 
 
 
 

mailto:hartmann_jf@yahoo.com
mailto:/O=BOSTON/OU=BRA/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=GERALDA







	APPENDIXES.pdf
	PUBLIC.pdf
	PUBLIC.pdf
	20060817172100438.pdf
	20060817172121767.pdf
	20060817172131352.pdf
	20060817172202995.pdf
	20060817172226798.pdf
	20060817172257540.pdf
	Devine.doc
	Fielder.pdf
	Arranged by Date�
	Todd Fielder       Northeastern IMP & PNF - Ar... [8/10/2006]�

	Arranged by Sender�
	Todd Fielder      �
	Northeastern IMP & PNF - Ar... [8/10/2006]�


	Arranged by Subject�
	Northeastern IMP & PNF - Article 80 Comments�
	Todd Fielder       [8/10/2006]�



	Hartmann.pdf
	Arranged by Date�
	Jane Hartmann      NEU's Master Plan              [8/16/2006]�

	Arranged by Sender�
	Jane Hartmann     �
	NEU's Master Plan              [8/16/2006]�


	Arranged by Subject�
	NEU's Master Plan�
	Jane Hartmann      [8/16/2006]�



	MHNHSCommentsNU8906.doc
	Pedulla.pdf
	Arranged by Date�
	Mark Pedulla       Comments on Northeastern Un... [7/21/2006]�

	Arranged by Sender�
	Mark Pedulla      �
	Comments on Northeastern Un... [7/21/2006]�


	Arranged by Subject�
	Comments on Northeastern University�
	Mark Pedulla       [7/21/2006]�




	20060825120932000.pdf




